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ABSTRACT 

The Alaska School Effectiveness Project produced 
several reports in a series of reviews of research literature on such 
topics as class size. Using an ERIC search and conventional library 
methods, the question .raised. was "Do small* classes have a positive, 
effect on the academic achievement of elementary and secondary - 
students?" Of the 35 documents reviewed, 20 were deemed valid 
studies. While findings were contradictory, reducing or increasing 
class psize, generally does not automatically produce any particular, 
foreseeable, effect on achievement. In view of the findings, it is 
recommended that: (1) attention should be devoted to improving" 
instructional methods, rather than altering class size in general; 
(2) since operating smaller class sizes for academically needy and 
younger students appears beneficial, schools are advised to make such 
settings possible if resources allow? (3) the possibility of small 
instructional groupings within large classes (using aides, for 
example) be explored, especially *f or academically needy children; and 
<4) ho additional research on class size be initiated, although ' 
educators are urged to lend support to research which examines the 
relationship between opinions, attitudes, and preferences, and 
outcomes. The document * includes item decision displays, a 34 citation 
bibliography, and individual item reports on the citations. (BRR) 
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This report is one of several; in a steries of reviews of research 
literature conducted for the Alaska- School Effectiveness Project. 
Each of the reports addresses a topic which is deemed to have an 
'impact , actual or potential, on school effectiveness. All of the 
reports have been generated using the same general, approach and a 
common reporting format. 

* 

V The review process begins with a topical literature search using 
both computer based ERIC and conventional library methods. Articles 
•and other documents found are analyzed and abstracted into a brief 
form called an Item Report . Each of the items is then judged against 
a, set of pre-established criteria ana ranked on a f ive^point scale. 
The collection of item Reports are then examined for purposes of 
identifying issuec. These issues are stated in the form of 
hypotheses. Each hypothesis thus generated becomes the subject of a 
Decision Display, a Decision Display is created by sorting the Item 
Reports into those which support or negate the hypothesis, are 
inconclusive, are baoly flawed, or are irrelevant. One or .more ' 
Decision Displays are .generated for each topic addressed. A Summary 
Report is then generated from tho consideration of "the Decision* * 
Displays and the file of. Item Reports* Thus, each complete report in 
the series consists of a Summary Report whictf is backed up by one or 
more Decision Displays which in turn are supported by 4 file of Item 
Reports. This format was designed to accommodate those readers who 
might wish to delve into various depths of detail. 

This report is not intended to* represent the "final word" on the 
topic considered. Rather, it represents the tnalysis of ^particular . 
collection of research documents at this "time. .There may be othej^ 
documents that were not found because of time or other limitations. 
There may be new Research published tomorrow. This'" present report 
represents our best judgment of available information at this time. - 
This format allows for modification anc^ re-analysis as new 
information becomes available or old information is re-interpreted. 

For a roojre complete description of the analysis process see ' 
William Savard, Procedure s for Research on School Effectiveness 
Project, Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory, December 10, 1980. 
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Topic: Class size* 

Authors: K. Cottpn/W. o G. Savard 

Date: T)eceinfcer 12, 1980 



Overview 

<~ • r 

The relationship between class size and 'educational outcomes as a 

# » • i 

controversial and muph-investigated subject. Many educators, parents, 

stuaents and others argue that small classes result in higher achievement and 

better teacher and student morale than do large classes. This contingent 

contends further that these superior outcomes justify the higher costs 
* • 

associated with operating small classes; 

These views are countered "by the arguments .of other groups both within and 
outside the educational community. Some claim that smaller classes, do not 
necessarily promote better learning and learning environments. Others argue 
that, even if smaller classe^ 'are best for maximally effective schooling, they 
are simply too expensive . , 

In both of these sizeable camps are people 'who speak from personal 
preference, oti ers who argue from experience in educational settings, and 
still others who cite research findings in support of their point of view. 

There is no doubt that operating small classes is more expensive than 
operating large classes. - Before considering cost factors, however, it is 
important to ask what is known about the relative merits of small and large 

*♦ 

classes as regards, their effects on achievement and other educational outcomes. 

Considerable research effort has been .devoted to studying the relationship 
between class size and: 1) academic achievement in various subjects and a. 
various levels; 2) student 'behavior/attitudes; 3) teacher mor ale/satisfaction; - 
4) instructional methods; 5) classroom management and other variables. While 
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many -well-designed and carefully conducted studies have been published, an 
individual seeking to extract meaningful 'conclusions from the class size 
research confronts several problems, "Small classes" ana "large 'classes"" are 
not defined in a consistent way from sfetidy- to study, (for example, Vsmall" 
classes may range from three to twenty) which majces difficult the task of 
examining* the studies in relation to. one another/ Some studies draw" 



conclusions about the relationship between class size and achievement, for 
example/ without examining the influence of other important variables on the 
Outcomes noted.,* Some researchers draw conclusions about the effects of class 
size generally even though' data are, drawn from only one g'radfe level. These 
limitations notwithstanding, some patterns do emerge from the research on 
class size, and these are presentee! in the next ^sections of this paper. 

Thirty-five documents on class size were examined. Fifteen of these were 

r 

excluded, -either because they were judged .invalid or were not reports of 
research at all. Of the 20 valid studies which' remained, 15 were primary 
sources ano five were secondary sources. Ten were ^oncernfd with the 
relationship between class size and academic achievement* in one or 'more areas, 
five examined "class size in relation to one or more aspects of edubatiooal 
environment, and five looked at the effects of class size on both achievement 
and environment: 4 Seven of' the studies/reviews involved elementary students, 

' • • J 0 "~ 

two involved secondary students, six were concerned with both levels, and five 
* *» * 

did not specify the age/grade range studied. 

► * • 

\ 

Findings x < 

i • * • . • 

The studies reviewed suggested three hypotheses: 

1. Small classes have a positive effect on the academic achievement 
^/ of elementary and secondary students. 

* 
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2. Small classes have a positive effect on student attitudes and 
behavior, teacher morale, classroom processes and other 
7 inaicators of the quality of ^ the classroom environment. 

■ 3. There is no optimal class size {or all instructional situations* 
Appropriateness size is^depende.nt on student age/grade, student- 

\ V ■ # ' 

aptitude, subject taught ana instructional methods used, v 
Each of these hypotheses has considerable support, but the thira hypothesise- 
that there is no optimal class size in isolation oi^ther factors — is 
supported by both the largest number. of studies and the largest number of 

•• high-quality studies. #hat this means is that the" research fcb date tells us~~ 
that reducing class 0 ^ize <or, for. that matter, increasing it) will not\ 
^automatically produce any particular, forseeable result. 'Other factor's, such 
as the instructional methods used in a- class of a given size; are as important 
or more important than the class size per se . 

However although a certain class size cannot be expected to lead to any 
particular outcome in general , the research does suggest, that small classes 
can be beneficial in cfertain' situations. Thfere are indications', for example, 
that the achievement .of disadvantaged, low^bility, spepial education or 
primary age students is enhanced by. smaller clashes. Very small classes, 
those with five or ftewer 'students, appea^ to produce considerably higher 

* achievement 'than, average. size classes, although the evidence for this has v 
emerged chiefly from studies of short-terra instructional situations. Some 



studies found both that smaller classes ^re beneficial and that large 

classes — especially very large classes — are detrimental. 

The evidence is stronger concerning the reLationship of class size to 

■• » % 

various indicators of the quality of the efiucational environment. Nine of *the 
documents reviewed founa better student behavior, higher teacher morale and 
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more ef*fec?tive instructional practices in conjunction with small classes. 
Moreover tlie nori-research writings -examined indicated that students and 
parents generally preferred, smaller classes and" that teachers ove^ Singly 

«" * 4 " 

preferred them.' % ' ' • 

' :., ♦ 

■ 1 

Conclusion s '» * " 

Reducing or increasing classf size^will not automatically, produce any 

particular, 'foreseeable ^f^ect 'on achievement, increasing class size is. 
$ ' t 

inadvisable, .especially withTregard to issues of student* behavior and 
f classroom management. Students, especially. academically needy and younger 

students, can benefit frp.ni smaller- classes If,. the instructional approach is 
resigned to take advantage of the smaller; class si2e. Teachers, students arid 
parents prefer smaller 'classes. Smaller class size has the potential, for 
stimulating the development* and use of improved instructional nJethods, but 
will not automatically do so. , N 



Recommenda t ions 



1. It would be inadvisable to reduce or increase .class size generally in 
hopes of producing any particular educational outccme. Some kinds of 
instructional methods appear to work bc*st with — or are only possible 
in — smaller classes. FoA owing the recommendations of several of the 

researchers, we would recommend devoting attention to improving 

* * * 

instructional methods, rather than altering class size in general. 



2. -However, operating smaller classes foe academically needy an J younger 
student^ appears beneficial, and schools are advised to make possible 

•f 

smaller instructional settings for: such children if resources can be 
. made available to do so. 



- j> Page 5 of 86 

i \* • • 4 , # ' r mi 

* * * \ y 



Additioi 



anally, 'since small* instructional groupings ar^possible within 



large classes, it is * recommended tha 



t school 



s consider ways to make 



small group instruction available, especially to academically needy 
. children,* for some portion of the school da$. Use of aides a3 small 

, . # 

•group instructors, for example, could occur simultaneously ^ith 
larger group activity conducted by the classroom*leader'. 

4. ^ It is not recommended that additional research on class size ce 

ioitiated r -at least not the kinds of research conducted to date — as 
it is likely to produce more o£ the sanje- contradictory findings noted 
in this paper.** It may be worth consider ing», however, for educators 
to lend* support to research which examines the relationship between 
.» opinion's, attitudes- and preferences, on- the one hdnd, and outcomes* 

# it may be., that the shared preference for small classes among « 
teacherrs, students ano parents can bring about higher quality 
learning and learning environments when small classes-are made 

* • " ( : 

available. 



.0 
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. CLASS SIZE 
Decision Display 
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Restatement of issue as a hypothesis : 



Small classes have a positive^f-f ect on the academic achievement of elementary and 
secondary students. ' i ' / • v 

^ ' * * Quality Rating ' 



Item 
- Number 



Short Title 



. <o£ Study 

u — 



Items 



71 

112 
91 
99 

t 

100* 

.93* 



whicfTtend to support hypothesis : 
'ERS, 1978, Class Sitfe" Revle£ , 



hi 



4] 



Glass & -Smith, 19*7§, Class. Size/ 

Achievement Met 3- Analysis * A J 
Byrno & Cdllins; # 196?, « Class Size & Learning[3] 

v • ■ - Learning 
Jeffs & : Cram, .1968, Class- Size/Business 



("toore" cff the 41 studies 
supporte f d ^mall classes 
than supported large - 
classes) 

("most* 1 of 77 studies 
sypport) , . 



& "Government 



Moody,, et all,. 19 72, Class^ Size/Math 
Woodson, 196£, Class Size & Achievement 



13] 



v 



1-3] 
13] 



•tsjtudents in a sm^ll 
plass had higher ' 0 
achievement' than those in 
a large cl1ass)< 



Items 



71 



112 

101 
99 



* &3 
94 

90 



which tend to cfeyy hypothesis ; 
ERS, 1978, 



> dfrpy hypothesis : *V 
), Class Size Review 



Glass & Smitk, 1978, 4 Class Size/* 

DeAngelis, 1977,. Class Size/Lab * 
Jeff$/& Cram, 1968, Class- Size/Business 

Government* 

Counelis, 1970, Class Size/SEED. Project 
Johnson ^/Scriven, 19^7, Jr. High Class 

. • Sfze 
Thompson, 1978, Review of 60 Class Size 
I Studies 



14] 

14] 

13] 
13] 



12] 
12] 

m 



t"some" of the 41 studies 
did not support small 
classes ' ' \ 

♦"a few" of 77 studies 
deny) 

"« i ♦ * 

tno differences anfong two 
small ana two large 
classes ' 



J 



Items which are inconclusive regardi ng the hypothesis: 

" 5 c > ' — r • 

74 Balow, 1967, Class Siie/Reaaing |4] 

114 £RS, 1980, Class Size Research Critique [4] 

^102 Ga}eysky, 1973, Class Size Review/ 1 |4J 

6ibliography* ■ 

92 Wright, e£ al * , 1977 v1 Cluss Size in Jr* |3] 

Grades 

96 shapson, 1972, Class Size Literature Review .12] 



Items which were exclu'dea because they were w eak; 

73 * EPC, 1959, Class ^ize implications 
75 f Coleman, 1571 , Class Size/Pupil-Teacher Ratio 
Shapiro', 1975, 'Class Size/Preschool 



88 
97 
98 



Sitkei, 1968, LWU Clast Size Review 
Madison Class Size^ Study , 1973^ 



r 



Items which were excluded because they were 3,udged ta be irrelevant to this 
hypothesis : 7 P ~ 



78. 
79 
80 
81 
82 
84 
85 
86* 
87 
-95 



Smith & McClusk^, 1976, Class Size/Eaucational* Quality 

Carter ^ '1977, Effective teaching of Writing 

Haberman & Larson, '1968, Reducing Class Size 

Bozzomo, 1978, Class Size Imput ' ♦ t 

Harap, 1959, Teacher Mor'aie ~ . 

pour Teachers, 1$76, Class *Size \ 

Federal Reserve Bank, 1975, Schools- Make a°Dif ference 

Pritehard,. 1973, Class Size Article 

McKenna & Olson, 1975, Clfss Size Revisited 

Stennett, 1973, Class -"Sjze Speech 

• . ' ♦ / 



J 



. ) 
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CLASS SI2E 
Decision Display 
#2 



Restatement of issue as a hypothesis ; s 

Small classes have a positive effect on student attitudes ana behavior , teacher 
norale, classropm processes anb other indicators of the quality of the classroom 
environment. 

* . 1 

T 

/ Quality Rating 
• Item # of Study 

Number Short Title (_) 



V Ttems which 'tend to support hypothesis ; 

71 ERS, 1978, ^lass Size Review \ 14] ' , 

113 t Smith & Glass, 1979, 2nd Class Size (4J 
> * *Meta-Analysis 

^ 89 Filby, et al . , 1980, Class Size Field Study [3] 

99 Jeffs & Cram, 1968, Class Size/Business * J 3] 

* . & Government 

72 Olson,* 1971, Classroom Observation Study 12] 
94v * m Shapson, 1972, Class Size Literature Review (2] 

77 Templeton, 1972, Class -Size/Management 12] (6 of 14 studies support). 

Review Scores *• 

90 / Thompson, 1978, Review of 60 Class Size [2] - * 

Studies- , m 

76^ - Vincent, 1968, Class Size/IOQ [2] 

Items which tend 'to deny hypothesis ; 

- J>- \ * • • " ■ 

^ 77 Templeton, 1972, Cla§s Size/Management' 12] (4 of 14 studies deny) 

Review Scores 

• ^ . 

Items which are inconclusive regarding the hypothesis ; 

114 ERS, 1980, Class Size Research Critique [4] 

77 Templeton, 1972, Class Size/Management [2] (4 of 14 studies t 

Review Scores inconclusive) 

It; ems which were excluded because they wer*e weak ; 

•73. EPC, 1959, Class Size Implications • ' 

\ ' % '75 .Coleman, 1971, Class Size/Pupil-Teacher Ratio 

88 Shapiro, 1975, Class, Size/Preschool 

97 Sitkei; 196&, L.A. Class Size Review 

98 Maaison Class Size Study, 1976 
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Items which were excluded because they were jucHgea to be irrelevant to thi s 
hypothesis, ; * / 

/ 

78 - Smith & McClusfcy, 1976, Class ^Size/Educational Quality 

79 Carter , 1977, Effective Teaching of Writing 
*80 * Haberman & .Larson, ^968, Keclucing Class Size 
HI . ' Bozzorao, 1978, Class Size Imput 

82 Harap, 1959,' Teacher htorale 

84 Four Teachers, 1976, ,6lass Size* 

85 Federal Reserve Bank, 1975, Schoqls Make a Difference 

86 Pritchard, 1973', Class Size Article 

87 JjcKenna Olson* 1975, Class Size Revisited 
95 Stennett, 1973, Class Size Speech 



T 



, CLASS SIZE 
Decision Display 
#3 



Restatement of issue as a hypothesis : 

\ 

There is no optimal class size for all instructional situations* Appropriate class 
size is dependent |on student ag£/grade, studen^aptitude, subject taught and 
instructional methods used* 



Item 
Number 



Short Title 



Quality Rating 
„ of Study 
1 1 



Items which tend to support hypothesis ; 



74 

71 
, 114 
102 

101 
99 

100 
92 

1 

83 
94 

72 
96 
77 

90 



Balow, 1967, Class Size/Reading {4] 

*ERS, 19*76, Class Size Review ' [4] 

ERS, 1980, Class Size Research Critique * 14] 

Gajevsky, 1973, -Class Size Review/* 14] 

Bibliography 

DeAngelis, 1977 , Class Size/Lab • ■ ' 13] 

Jeffs fc'Cram, 1968', Class Size/Business 13] 

& Government 

Moody, et al ♦ , 1972^4y : ass Size/Math {3] 

Wright, et< al. , 1977, Cl^ss-Size in Jr. 13] 

.Grades* ^ 
Counelis, 1970, Class Size/SEED Project^-^12] 

Johnson & Scriver, 1967, Jr, High Class [21- 

Size • 

Olson, 1971, Classroom Observation Study 12] 
Shapson, 1972, Class Size Literature Review 12] 

Temple ton, 1972, Class Size/Management 12] 

• s * Review Scores 

Thompson, 1978, Review of 60 Class Size [2] 
'studies * 



Items which tend to deny hypothesis ; 



. 112 > 
113 ' 

89 

91 

93 
'76 



Glass & Smith, 1?78, Class Size/Achievement [4] 

..Smith & Glass, X979, 2nd Class Size ' [4] 

Meta-An^lysis 

Filby, et al*, 1980, Class Size Field Study [3] 

Furno & Collins, 1967, Class Size & 13] 

Learning 

Woodson, 1958, class Size & Achievement 13] 

' Vincent, 1968. Class Size/IOQ 12] 



/ 



Jl^li^i ^ Vi** mS W ^ iCh are incQnc ^ usive regarding the hypothesis : 



None 
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I tems'which were excluded because they were jurigea to be irrelevant to this 
hypothesis : 



78 Smith & McClusky, 197&, Class Size/Eaucational Quality.* 

79 Carter , 1977 , Effective Teaching of * Writing 

80 Haberman & Larson/ 1968, Reducing Class Size 0 

81 Bozzomo, 197 8 , ClaSs Size Imput * 

82 Harap, 1959, Teacher Morale " 
o4 Four Teachers, 1976, Class Size 

85 • Federal Reserve Bank, 1975, Schools Make a Difference - 

86 Pritche d, 1973, .Class Size Article 

87 McKenna & Olson, 1975,. Class Size Revisited 
95 Stennett, 1973, Class Size Speech 
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test criterion. IAR-Research' Bulletin , 1968, 8(2). 
(ERIC/EDRS -No. ED 021 320) 

( 92 Wright, E. N., Shapson, S. M., Eason, G. and Fitzgerald,. Jr. Efficts 
of class si2e in the junior grades; A study . Toronto: Ontario 
*. * Department of Education, 1977. <ERIC/EDRS No. ED 147 913) 
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPORT 



ITEM NUMBER: 71 r * LOCATION: NWREL Info. Cntr Pamphlet File 

REVIEWER: P. Rapaport DATE REVIEWED: 12/80 



CITATION: Educational Research Service* Class size: A summary of 

research » • Arlington, Va: Educational Research Service, 1978* 



DESCRIPTORS: Class Size 

SHORT TITLE: ERS, 1978, Class Size Review 

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS ( $ 

RELEVANT y/ IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSES " , 

PRIMARY SOURCE . * SECONDARY SOURCE J>L ^ DISSERTATION ABSTRACT _^ 

• » 

•RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes) : 

(Weak) 1 2 3 14] , ^5 (Strong) 

BRIEF DISCISSION OF RATING: 

This is an extensive review of the literature. The authors make sound 
conclusions from the studies* 

SYNOPSIS: ' » ' 

This japblication reviews 149 studies on class size* 
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ITEM NUMBER: 71 SHORT TITLE: ERS, 1978 ; * . • 

Class Size Summary 



v. . . • • • 

RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: H " 

Forty-one studies on the effects pf class size on pu]Dil achievement are * * 
described. More studies showed improved achievement fqllowing smaller classes 
than found improved achievement following larger classes. Many studies -found 
improved achievement for some grades or subject levels., while for others^, no 
differences were found* Two studiefs report that high pupil- teacher ration are 
correlated with Selective Service mental;. test failures* pieven studies fbund 
that" smaller classes were associated with improved instructional methods'. Six 
studies showed no such association* Five studies found that sn\aller classes-, 
hao positive effects on student behaviors or attitudes* Four studies found no- 
such effects* The research reviewed^ supplies no support for the notion of an 
"optimal" class size* Teacher and . pu.bl'ip opinion support smaller classes. 
Smaller classes cost a lot of money (examples are given)* 

/ 



RESEARCHER ' S CONCLUSIONS : ' ~ 

Research findings on the effects of class size on pupil achievement across air 
grade levels are contradictory and inconclusive* There is no support for an 
"optimum" cl^ss size in isolation of other factors. There is evidence that 
small classes are important to increased pupil achievement in reading and v 
mathematics in the early primary grades* .There is some evidence of a positive 
relationship between small class size and pupil achievement when primary grade 
pupils are taught in spall classes for two or more consecutive years* There 
is evidence tljrft^ pupils <with lower academic ability tend to benefit the most 
from smaller classes* , Some research indicates tfcat smaller classes can 
positively affect the scholastic achievement of economically or socially 
disadvantaged students* Research indicates the emphasis should be on methods 
and quality of instruction rather than quantity of students* Few if any pupil* * 
benefits come from smaller classes if Instructional methods are not changed. 

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS: 

None* • 
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^CHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPORT 



ITEM NUMBER: 



72 



'^/^EVIEWEty P . Rapappr t 



LOCATION: NWREL Info. Cntr. Periodicals 
DATE 5EVIEWE0: 12/80 



CITATION: Olson, M. N. Ways to achieve quality in school classrooms: Some 
definitive answers. Phi Delta Kappan , 197i, S3, 63-65. 

i 

DESCRIPTORS: -Instructional Practices, Class Size 



SHORT TITLE: • Olson, 1971', Classrpom Observation Study 
SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSTS ^ 
RELEVANT }f IRRELEVANT* FOR PRESENT PURPOSES 



PRIMARY SOURCE X 



SECONDARY SOURCE 



DISSERTATION /ABSTRACT 



\ RATING OF QUALIW OF STUDY' A for project purposes) 
• • <We$*) 1 {2] 3 • / 4 

• BRIEJ^ DISCUSSION OF RATING: 



/ 



5 (Strong} 



The teaching behaviors found to be correlated with high sfcores are the ones 
which this observational method jls biased towards. No attempt is made to test 
ariy'ooj^ctive criteria. The, study ^raises interesting questions, some of which 
could be answered by tho raw data le.g., A;e the teaching- behaviors which > 
correlate with high scores also correlated with small class size? arid what 
other variables are correlated with the class size ana high scores?). The 
authors needed to : test for student achievement, and compute multiple * 
regressions in oraer to utilize all thiu data. 



SYNOPSIS: 

Classroom observations were maae in 18,528 elementary ana secondary classrooms 
in 112 largely suburban school districts in metropolitan areas of New York, 
New Jersey, Connecticut*, Boston, Cleveland, St. Louis, Chicago, the Midwest, 
Denver andythe Rocky Mountain area, the Baltimore-Deleware area ana Western 
Washington £tate. The observers noted instances of individualization, 
^Interpersonal regard, oroup activity and creativity using a structured 
observation guide calJ^i Indicators of Quality. Each such observation 
received a score q£ +1. ..Negative teacher or student behaviors received a 
score of -l^and total scores were obtained by simple addition. 

* / * , Page, 19 of a* 
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ITEM NUMBER: e 72 SHORT" TITLE: Olson, 1971 : 

f Classroom Observation Study 



RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS; 



High scores were associated with small-group Work, individual wort, dicussidn, 
lab work, pupil," reports, demonstrations and small classes (less than 26 in 
elementary and less than 16 in secondary school) • Low scores were associated 
with lectures, question/answer, seatwcrk, tests and movies i Tfcese 
instructional practices were oy far the most prevalent • Substitute teachers 
haa much lower scores**than any other group. Having more adults in the class 
did no.t lead to any improvement. * 



>■ , 



RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: 

A new method of dealing with teacher absences is needed. Schools must reduce 
the size of classes in conjuntion with improvement of instructional practices. 



REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS: 
None. 
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPORT 

\ 

* . s 
ITEM* NUMBER:- -73 * LOCATION: NWREL Info. Cntr. Microfiche 

REVIEWER: . P. Rapaport . ' DATE REVIEWED: * 12/80- 



CITATION: Educational PolicyCCommittee.- T he school day, the school year and 
- work load of teachfesgj '»a study of "the educational implicati ons. 
Albany, N. Y.: New'York State- Teachers Association, 1959. 
'(ERIC/EDRS Ro..ED^li 470) 



DESCRIPTORS t Class* Size . 

SHORT TITLE: EPC,' 1959, Class Size Implications ^ 
> SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS- ■ ^ 



RELEVANT IRRELEVANT b FOR PRESENT PURPOSES 



* • 

PRIMARY' SOURCE ■ SECONDARY SOURCE JtJ • DISSERTATION .ABSTRACT ' 

* ■» 

v RATING 0& QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes): . 

Weak) 11] .2* 3 4 .. • . 5* (Strong) 

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: 

This review do£fc not reference the studies which produced the findings cited. 
SYNOPSIS: 

This is a review "many" (but unspecified) studies on class size. 
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ITEM NUMBER: 



73 



SHORT TITLE: £PC, 1969 * . *• 

Class Size implications 



RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: \ . - » • 

n Eighty percent of classicize st.udies substantiate the values of smaller 
classes >cr are inconclusive . 0£ the studies which have the best research 
design, five of every^six cases fav&r small classes. No studies control for 
all or .most of the relevant confounding variables. No studies had 
experimental techniques., * \ 



k f 



RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: • 

* ' ♦ » 

The judgment of -teachers should be used to determine the ideal class size. 



t 

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS: 
■ 

None. 
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPORT 



ITEM NUMBER: 74 LOCATION: NWREL Info. Cntr . Microfiche 

* 

REVIEWER: P. Rapaport- 4 DATE REVIEWED: 12/80 * 



CITATION: Balqw, I. H. A longitudinal evaluation- of reading achievement in 
small classes . River side r 
(ERIC/EDRS No. ED Oil 813) 



' small classes. Riverside r CA: university of California, 1967. 



DESCRIPTORS: Class Si z€ 



SHORT TITLE: Balow, 1967, Class Size/Reading 

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES., NO ANALYSIS 

RELEVANT _J^IR^LEVAtIT FOR PRESENT PURPOSES v 

PRIMARY SOURCE SECONDARY SOURCE " * DISSERTATION ABSTRACT 



RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for, project purposes): 

« r 

/ 

'•(Weak) 1 ' * 2 # '3 14] 5 (Strong) 

" -5. - ^ ■ 

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: ^ 

% 

This is a well-done and veil-controlled study/ Only the data for .analysis 
which produced significant differences are presented. 

SYNOPSIS: - * 

50% reduction in reading class size was achieved by staggering starting ana 
finishing times in grades 1-3 in 21' public schools in Riverside, California. 
The Metropolitan Readiness Tests were administered to all itudents early in 
first grade, Metropolitan Achievement Tests early in second and third grade 
and the Sequential Tests of Educational Progress at the fourth grade level. 
Initial readiness scores were virtually identical for*the 251 experimental and 
744 control children. 7 

V. 
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ITEM NUMBER: 



74 



SHORT TITLE: Balow, 1967 

Class Size/Reading 



RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: 

Experimental students scored higher on the second graae achievement scores 
than control students ip<.05). Experimental boys scored much higher on -these 
tests tnan control boys (p^.Ol) There were no significant differences in 
scores for girls. The increases in third grade after controlling tof entering 
reading level were not significantly different, but the third grade reading 
scores were significantly different after controlling for reading* readiness or 
IQ scores <p<.01) . * - 



RESEARCHER 1 S CONCLUSIONS: 
None or awn. 



REVIEWER'S NOTES AND CQf^MENTS J 
None. 
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPORT 

. ITEM NUMBER: 75> LOCATION: NWREL Info. Cntr. Microfiche 

REVIEWER: P. Rapaport ■ DATE REVIEWED. 12/30. 

CITATION: Coleman, P. Pupil-teacher ratio and the use of research findings 
^ in educational policy-making , 1971. fERIC/EDRS No. ED 058 640) 

DESCRIPTORS: Class Size 

o 

SHORT TITLE: Coleman, 1971, Class Size/Pupil-Teacher Ratio 

SKIMMED, REJECTED TOR PROJECT PU*<POSE£, .NO ANALYSIS 

RELEVANT j£ IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSES 

PRIMARY SOURCE SECONDARY SOURCE _X_ DISSERTATION ABSTRACT 

RATING OF QUALITY OF SrUDY (for project purposes) : 

<Weak) 11] 2 3 4 5 (Strong) 

BRIE5 DISCUSSION OF RATING: • *' 

The Diases of the author are apparent in this review of two review articles. 

SYNOPSIS: 

This paper reviews Coleman's (1966) and Byers's <1968) reviews of the class 
size literature. 
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'ITEM NUMBER: 75 SHORT TITLE: Coleman , 1971 

Class Size/Pupil-Teacher Ratio 



RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: 

Class size has been universally found to make no difference in school 
effectiveness. 



RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: 

Class size should be increased to save money, despite the objections of 
teachers* 



REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS J 
None. 
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS 



TECT^ITEM REPORT 



ITEM NUMBER: 76 4 LOCATION: NWREL Info* Cntr . Periodicals 

REVIEWER: P. Rapaport \oATE REVIEWED: 12/80* 

\ " 

CITATION: Vincent, W. S. Further cla\if ication of the class s^e question ♦ 
Institute of Administrative Research-Research Bulletin, 1968, 9, 
1-3. 

DESCRIPTORS: Class Size 

SHORT TITLE: Vincent, 1968, Class Size/IOQ 

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS 

RELEVANT IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSES ^ f 

PRIMARY SOURCE JC_ SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT i 

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY if or project purposes): 

(Weak) 1 12] ^ 3 . ' 4 5 (Strong) 

I * 

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: " % 

There is no indication of whether the Indicators. of Quality have any relation 
to effective teaching. Also/ a correlational study can not justify the types 
of causitive conclusions reached by the author. 

SYNOPSIS: 

Observations were maae in 2,106 third-sixth grade classrooms and 2,181 
tenth-twelfth grade .classrooms in 47 school districts of the Metropolitan 
School Study Council. Observers rated teachers on the Indicators of Quality 
(IOQ) which computes the. total number of "positive 1 * and '"negative" behaviors 
by the teacher and students ofa classroom and subtracts one from the other to 
get a total score.* These^ scores were then correlated with class size,. 
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ITEM NUMBER: 



76 



SHORT TITLE: Vincent, 1968 



Class Size/IOQ 



RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: 



IOQ scores were higher for secondary classes with 15 or less students* In 
elementary classes, IOQ scores were highest for, classes with 15 or less 
stuaents, and lowest for classes with 26 or mor^ students* At both levels, 
there is another increase in scores at size 36-40 students, based on a small 
sample* This last oifference is not discussed, the others are significant at 
the .01 level. 



RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: 

> 

A replication of this study should be made with at least as large a sample. 
If the results of this replication are consistent with the findings of this 
study, the class size question should be considered to be settled. 



REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS J 
None. 
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPORT 



ITEM NUMBER: 77 * LOCATION: NWREL Infor. Cntr, Microfiche 

REVIEWER: p'. Rapaport DATE REVIEWED: 12/80 



CITATION: Terapleton, I. Class size. Educational Management Review Scores , 
Number 8 « Eugene, OR: University of Oregon, 1972. "(ERIC/EDRS 
No. ED 066 779) 

< * 
DESCRIPTORS: Class Size 



SHORT TITLE: Templeton, 1972, Class Size/Management Review Scores 

c 

» # 

.SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES , NO ANALYSIS 

RELEVANT IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSES 

PRIMARY SOURCE SECONDARY SOURCE JC_ . DISSERTATION ABSTRACT _ 

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes): 

(Weak) 1 12] 3 4 5 (Strong) 



BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING : 

> ' - 

A review of 14 studies is not sufficient in arT "area -with^ such a iarge number 
of research findings. 



SYNOPSIS: 

This paper reviews 14 studies on class size. 



JO 

Page 29 of 86 



ITEM NUMBER: 7} SHORT TITLE: Temple ton, 1972 

Class Size/Management Review Scores 



RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: 

Six studies show that smaller classes are beneficial. Four studies show no 
differences due to class size. All studies report increased costs associated 
with decreased class size. 



RESEARCHER ' S CONCLUSIONS: 
None drawn. 



REVIEltfER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS: 
None. 
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPORT 



ITEM NUMBER: 78 
REVIEWER: P. Rapaport 



LOCATION: NWREL Info* Cntr. Microfiche 
DATE REVIEWED: -12/80 



CITATION; Smith, F. L. Jr., and McClusky, L. The class size/quality of 

educational process relationship . Update Report III. New York, 
N.Y.: Metropolitan Study Council, 1976. (ERIC/EDRS No. ED 126 210) 



DESCRIPTORS: Class Size 



SHORT TITLE: Smith & McClusky, 1976, Class Size/Educational Quality 



SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS X 



RELEVANT IRRELEVANT V FOR PRESENT PURPOSES 



PRIMARY SOURCE 



SECONDARY SOURCE 



DISSERTATION ABSTRACT 



RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY <for project purposes) 
(Weak) 1**2 3 " "4 



5 t (Strong) 



BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: 

« 

This is not a research study. 



SYNOPSIS: 
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ITEM* NUMBER: 78 ■ SHORT TITLE: Smiths 1976 

( Class Size/Educational Quality 



RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: 



RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: 



REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS : 
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPORT 



ITEM NUMBER: 79 
REVIEWER: P. Rap a port 



LOCATION: NWREL Info* Cntr. Periodicals 
DATE REVIEWED: 12/80 



CITATION: Carter, R, D.^Five obstacles to the effective teaching of 
writing. NAASP Bulletin , 1977, '61, 96-100. • 



ft 



DESCRIPTORS: Class -Size 



SHORT. TITLE: Carter, 1977, Effective Teaching of Writing 



SKIMMED, REJECTED. FOR PROJECT , PURPOSES , NO ANALYSIS X 



RELEVANT « IRRELEVANT V FOR PRESENT PURPOSES 



PRIMARY SOURCE 



SECONDARY SOURCE 



DISSERTATION ABSTRACT 



RATING Of 'QUALITY OF STUDY tfor project purposes): 



(Weak) 1 



5 (Strong) 



BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RACING: 
This is not a research study* 



SYNOPSIS: 
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ITEM NUMBER: 



79 



SHORT TITLE: Carter, 1977 

Effective Teaching of Writing 



RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: 



' 9 



RESEARCHER 1 S CONCLUSIONS: 



\ 



REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS: . 
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPORT 

ITEM NUMBER: 80 LOCAT.ION: NWREL Info. Cntr. Periodicals 

^* » # 

REVIEWER: P. Rapaport DATE REVIEWED: 12/80 

CITATION: Haberman, M. and Larson, R. G. Would* cutting class size change 
instruction? Nationa l Elementary Principal , 1968, 47(4), 18-19'. 

4 * 

"-* 

DESCRIPTORS: Cla;*s Size 

" m 

SHORT TITLE: Haberman & Larson, 1968, Reducing Class" Size 

skimmed, rejected for~project purposes, no analysis x 
relevant irrelevant \f for present purposes 

primary Source secondary source dissertation abstract _^ 

RATING OF QUALITY OP STUDY (fo^ project purposes): 

(Weak) 12 3 4 5 (Strong) 

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: 

This is not a researdh study. t * 
SYNOPSIS: \ 
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ITEM NUMBER: 



80 



SHORT TITLE: Haberman & Larson, 1968 
Reducing Class Size 



RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: 



-I 



A 



RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: 



* 5- 

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS: 
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPORT 



ITEM NUMBER: 81. 
REVIEWER: P* Rapaport 



4. 

LOCATION: NWREL Info. Cntr. Periodicals 



DATE REVIEWED: 12/80 



CITATION: Bozzomo, L* E. Does class size matter? National Elementary 
Principal , 1978, 57(2), 78-81 



DESCRIPTORS: Class Size 



SHORT TITLE: Bozzomo, 1978, Class Size Impact 



SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS X 



RELEVANT -IRRELEVANT >/ FOR PRESENT PURPOSES 



PRIMARY SOURCE 



SECONDARY SOURCE 



DISSERTATION ABSTRACT 



RATING OF QUALITY OF StOd^ (for project purposes) 
(Weak) 12 3 4 



5* (Strong) 



BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: 
This is not a research study. 

SYNOPSIS: 
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ITEM NUMBER: 81 SHORT TITLE: Bozzomo, 1978 

Class Size impact 



RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: 



RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: 



REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS: 
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPORT 

ITEM NUMBER: 82 LOCATION: PSU Library 

REVIEWER: P. Ra pa port DATE REVIEWED: 12/60 

CITATION: Harap, H. Many factors affect teacher morale. Nation's Schools , 
1959, 63, 55-57. 

DESCRIPTORS: Teacher Characteristics, Class Size 

SHORT TITLE: Harap, 1959, Teacher Morale 

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS _X_ v 

t 

RELEVANT IRRELEVANT ^ FOR PRESENT PUJIPOSES 

PRIMARY SOURCE SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABST^.CT 

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes) : 

(Weak) } 2 3 4 5 (Strong) 

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: ( 
This is not a research study. 

SYNOPSIS: 
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ITEM NUMBER: 82 SHORT TITLE: Hatfap, H*, 1959 

Teacher Morale 



RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: 



RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: 



REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS: 
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school Effectiveness project, item report 



ITEM NUMBER: - 83 '' _ LOCATION: NWREL Itlfo. Cntr. Microfiche 

e 

REVIEWER: P. Rapaport DATE REVIEWED: 12/80 

• * 

CITATION: Counelis, J* S. First grade students in t&e Hunters Point-Bayview 
project: a diagnostic review . San Francisco; University of San 
Francisco, 1970. ^ IERIC/EDRS NO. ED 052 905) 

DESCRIPTORS: class Size, Time on Task 

j 

SHORT TITLE: Counelis, 1970, Class Size/SEED Project 

• ♦ 
SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS • 

RELEVANT \/ IRRELEVANT FOR -PRESENT PURPOSES 

PRIMARY. SOURCE " SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT 

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes); 

(Weak) 1 12] , 3 * • 4 .5 (Strong) 

* 

» 

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: 

This is a correlational study in a situation where they could easily have made 
it an experimental study. The treatment provided is not detailed. 

SYNOPSIS: 

Five hunared and sixty-eight first graders in poor, predominantly Black areas 
of San Francisco were enrolled in the Southeast Educational Development 
(SEED). * Data were collected on' t^ese students for age, sex- attendance, ana m 
reading achievement (Stanford, Achievement Test) and mathematics achievement. 
The mathematics scores* are not reported. Twenty-three percent of the students 
had missing data, including 83% at one school. 
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ITEM NUMBER: 83 SHORT TITLE: Counelis, 1970 

Class Size/SEED Project 



RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:. 

No sex differences were found. Attendance was correlated with reading 
achievement at .61. Students in the project improved their reading scores < 
the rate^ of .91 months per month in the program, but this was significantly 
better than the scores the, year before the program was installed <p<.01). 
Class size was not found to be related to reading achievement scores, 



RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: 
None drawn. 



REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS: 



None. 
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1 

SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPORT . 

* \ 
ITEM NUMBER: 84 LOCATION: PSU Library 

REVIEWER: P, Rapapprt DATE REVIEWED: 12/80 

CITATION: Pour teachers sound off about class size. Today's Education / 1976, 
65, 39-42, 98. 

» 

DESCRIPTORS:' Class Size 

SHORT TITLE: Four Teacners, 1976, Class Size 
SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS X 
RELEVANT IRRELEVANT j^/ FOR PRESENT PURPOSES 

PRIMARY SOURCE * SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT J 

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY <for project purposes) : 

«• 

(Weak) 12 3 4 5 (Strong) 

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: 

This is not a research study. ^ 

♦ 

SYNOPSIS: 

. ■ \ 
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I*EM NUMBER: 84 



SHORT TITLE: Pour Teachers , 1976 
Class Size 



RESEARCHER 9 S FINDINGS: 



RESEARCHER 1 S CONCLUSIONS 5 



*■ REVIEWER *S NOTES AND COMMENTS: 
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPORT 



ITEM NUMBER: ' 85 . 
REVIEWER: P. Rapaport 



LOCATION: PSU Library 
DATE REVIEWED:" 12^80 



CITATION: Schools do make a difference: The Federal Reserve Bank study. 
Today's Education , 1975, 64, 24-31. 



DESCRIPTORS: School Effectiveness, Class Size 
« 

SHORT TITLE: Federal Reserve Bank, 1975, Schools* 1 Make a Difference 

♦ 

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS JC_ . 
RELEVANT IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSES 

PRIMARY SOURCE SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT 



RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for prdject purposes) :, 

(Weak) 1 2 # 3 * .4 

I 

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: 
This is not a research study. 



SYNOPSIS: 



5' <Strong) 



■4 
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ITEM- NUMBER: 85 ' SkORT TITLE: Federal Reserve Bank, 1975 

Schools Make a Difference 



RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS : 



RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: 



REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS: 
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPORT 



ITEM NUMBER: 86 
REVIEWER: P. Ra pa port 



LOCATION: PSU Library 
DATE REVIEWED: 12/80 



CITATION: Pritchard, R. Does class size make a difference? Scholastic 
* Teacher , April, 1373, 

DESCRIPTORS: Class Size ^ 

SHORT TITLE: Pritchard, 1973, Class Size Article 

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS X 



RELEVANT IRRELEVANT V FOR PRESENT PURPOSES 



PRIMARY SOURCE 



SECONDARY SOURCE 



DISSERTATION ABSTRACT 



RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes): 

IWeak) 12 3 4 

♦ 

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF HATINGT 
This is not a research study. 

SYNOPSIS: 



5 (Strong) 
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ITEM NUMBER: 86 



SHORT TITLE: Pritchard, 1973 

Class Size Article 



RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS 



RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: 



REVIEWER'S NOT^S AND COMMENTS: 
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school* Effectiveness projec*, item reJbort 

ITEFTtiUMBER: 87 * -LOCATION: PSU Library 

REVIEWER: P. Rapaport DATE REVIEWED : 12/80 

CITATION: McKenna/B. and Olson, M. N. Class size revisited. Today 
Education, 1975, 64 , 29-31. . 



DESCRIPTORS : Class Size 

SHORT TITLE: McKenna & Olson, 1975, Class Size Revisited 



SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS k 
RELEVANT IRRELEVANT FOR P^ES^NT ^PURPOSES 

PRIMARY SOURCE SECONDARY SOURCE " DISSERTATION ABSTRACT 

\ 

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes): 

tWeak) 1 ^ 2 3 * 4 5 (Strong) 



BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: 
Thiis is jnot a research study. 

SYNOPSIS: 
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ITEM NUMBER: 



r 

87* SHORT TITLE: 



McKenna** Olson, 1975 
Class Size Revisited 



RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: 



EARCHER 1 S CONCLUSIONS: 



REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS: 



r 
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SCHOOL ".EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPORT 



ITEM NUMBER: ' 88 LOCATION: NWREL Info. Cntr. periodicals 

REVIEWER: P» Rapaport DATE REVIEWED: 12/. 0 

\ 

CITATION: Shapiro^ S. Some classroom ABC's: Research takes a closer look. 
Elementary *Scho61 Journal , 1975, 75, 436-441. 

4 4 

DESCRIPTORS: Class Size 

a* 

/SHORT -TITLE: Shapiro, 1975, Class Size/Preschool 
SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS 

/ ' * 

RELEVANT V IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSES ' . 

PRIMARY SOURCE X 1 SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT 



0 

1 



RATUJG OF QUALITY OF STUDY (l:or project purposes) : 

(Weak) [1] 2 3 4 5 (Strong) 

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: % 

No jraw data is presented. No details are given concerning methodology. For 
these reasons the numbers which are given are uninterpretable. 

SYNOPSIS: . 

Observations were made to 274 four-year olds in 17 classrooms in half-day 
nursery schools. No further details are presented. • • 



52 »_ 
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ITEM NUMBER: 88 SHOfcT TITLE: Shapiro, 1975 

Class Size/Preschool 



RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS : 

Teacher-pupil contacts , increased* as the child-teacher ratio declined from 11:1 
to # 8:l. Contacts decreased again when the ratio went below 8:1. Non-involved 
behavior was highest in^ednum classrooms where the space was between 30 and 
50 square feet per -sttfSent. Crowded classrooms had the greatest amount of 
deviant .and onlooking behavior. Large classrooms had* the moat random 
behavior. No details of the data are presented. 



RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: 

Contacts went down as the child-teacher ratio declined, because the complexity 
of student behaviors decreased as the number of students *in the class went 
below 16. 



REVIEWER* S NOTES AND COMMENTS: 
None. 
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPORT 

ITEM NUMBER: 89 LOCATION: NWREL Info* Cntr. Pamphlet File 

REVIEWER: P. Rapaport DATE REVIEWED 12/80. 

CITATION: Filby, N., Cahen, L., McCutcheon, G. and Kyle, D. What happens in 
smaller classes? A summary report of a fie la study , San 
Francisco: Far West Laboratory for Educational Research and 
Development, 1980. 

* 

DESCRIPTORS: Class Size 

SHORT TITLE: Filby, et al . , 1980, Class Size Field Study 
* 

SKIMMED/ REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS 



RELEVANT 




IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSES 



PRIMARY SOURCE _X_ SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT 

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY <for project purposes): 

♦ « • 

(Weak) 1 2 13] 4 5 ^Strong) 

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: 

This study controls for the quality of the teacher. It iiails to provide any 
training to the teachers which would enable them to utilize the class size 
reductions in their teaching techniques. This proves to be a weakness which 
prevents the authors from drawing any useful* conclusions from the study. 
There was also no attempt made t- x o control for possible order effects. 



SYNOPSIS: 

Two second graae teachers in rural Virginia school had the size 'of their class 
reduced from 20 to 13 in the second week in January, two second graae 
teachers in an inner-city school in California had the size of their class 
reduced^ f rom 35* to 22 at the end of January. The Virginia school had 65% 
Blacks and 35% Caucasians and slightly over half received free lunches. The 
California school had 99% Blacks ana almost aj.1 received free or subsidized 
lunches. An attempt was made to keep the student achievement level corifet^t 
following the reduction in class size. A case study approach was used, racher 
than focusing on standardized testing. 
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.ITEM NUMBER: 89 * SHORT TITLE: Filby, et al . , 1980 

Class Size Field Study 



RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS J 

In the smaller classes, teachers spent more time with individual students and 
felt they knew more about how each student was performing. Also, classroom 
management seemed easier and more effective. There were^instances of teachers 
providing more depth in their lessons in_the smaller classes, but no major 
changes^ In instructional techniques were made. No achievement results are 
reported. 



RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: 

It is necessary to train teachers to utilize advantages of smaller 
classes. Otherwise, a simple reduction in class size may not cause^enough 
changes in if ^t^uctional methods to significantly effect achivement. 



REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS J 
None. * 
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPO: 




ITEM NUMBER-: 90 LOCATION: NWREL Info. Cntr. Pamphlet File 

REVIEWER: P. Rapaport DATE REVIEWED: 12/80 

CITATION: Thompson , S. class she . Burlingame, California: Association of 
California Administrators, 1978. 

DESCRIPTORS: Class Size 

SHORT TITLE: Thompson, 1978, Review of 60 Clas$. Size Studies 

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS ' 

RELEVANT \/ IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSES 

V ■ ' " 

PRIMARY SOURCE SECONDARY SOURCE X DISSERTATION ABSTRACT 



RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes) 



V 



(Weak) 1 12] 3 4 5 (Strong) 

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: 

The author does not present balanced discussions of all issues relating to the 
literature. 



SYNOPSIS: 

•this pamphlet reviews about 60 studies on class size. 
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ITEM NUMBER: 90 \ SHORT TITLE: Thompson, 1978 

Review of 60 Class Size Studies 



RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: 

The use of different>measures or class size (e.g., teacher load, or 
pupil-staff ratio) catise problems with analyzing groups of studies. Different 
definitions of small and large classes lead to similar problems* Research on 
class $i?e*does not take other relevant variables into account. Smaller class 
size appears to contribute to quality educational processes, although many 
3tudies do not find this. Class size appears to have little or no influence 
on stuaent achievement* Some studies favor smaller classes, some larger and 
others f inqi no significant difference. Numbers of studies cm each side of the 
above-mentionea controversies are not ^presented in this review. 



RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: 

Educators need to use common sense and experience and general trends presented 
by the research evidence. 



REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS : 

This review is not as extensive as the ERS review puolished the same year, 
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPORT 



ITEM NUMBER: - 91 LOCATION: NWREL Info* Cntr. Microfiche 

REVIEWER: P. RapaporWv ^ DATE REVIEWED: 12/80 



CITATION: Furno, O..F. and Collins, G. J, Class size, and pupil learning . 

Baltimore, MO: Baltirapre City Public Schools, lyb7. (ERIC/EDRS 
No. ED 025 003) 



DESCRIPTORS: Class Size 

SHORT TITLE: FurnQ. & Collins, 1967, Class Size & Learning 
» 

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS 

RELEVANT IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSES 

PRIMARY SOURCE J(_ SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT 

RATING OF QUALITY OF 'STUDY <for project purposes): ^J) ' 

<Weak) 1 2 13] 4 5 {Strong) 

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATIJSG: 

c 

This is a well-controlled correlational study. 
SYNOPSIS: 

Dats were collected on 16,449 pupils who had attended third # grade in the 
Baltimore Public Schools in 1959 and wei2 still attending the Baltimore Public 
Schools in 1965. These were 6,5l>8 regular white pupils, 8,341 regular 
non-white pupils, 441 special education white pupils and 1,099 special 
education non-white pupils. Pupils,' were divided into cells on the basis of 
parent's occupation, IQ scores, ana class size over the four-year period 
starting in September 1959. Variables examined included: 1) number of 
different home addresses; 2) highest grade obtained; 3) total reading score; 

total math score; 5) percentage of non-white faculty; 6) Baltimore Teachers 
Examination score; and 7) teacher's years of experience. 
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SHORT TITLE: Furno & Collins, 1967 
Class Size & Learning 

. ./ • • ' 

RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: 

Regular students showed significantly 'more achievement if they were enrolled 

in small (1-25) c lasses in 61% fif^h^cpigauJ^ 

significant difference in 31% of the comparisons. Eight percent favored 
students in larger classes. Non-white students benefited slightly more than 
white students". Sixty-six percent favored smaller classes, 30% found no 
significant differences and only 3% favored larger classes.' Even bigger 
differences in favor of smaller classes (1-19) were found for special 
education students. All overall differences were significant (p^.001). 
Students in large classes were found to have more supporting variables 
(teachers experience , less home moves) than students in small classes. This 
difference is not as large and no statistics are reported. 

V 



ITEM NUMBER: 91 



RESEARCHER 1 S CONCLUSIONS: 

More research needs to be done using still more variables. 



REVIEWER'S fJOTES AND COMMENTS: 

None. 53 
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPORT 



ITEM NUMBER: 92" LOCATION: NWREL Info. Cntr. Microfiche 

REVIEWER: P. Rapaport ^ DATE REVIEWED: 12/80 

e 

CITATxON: Wright, E. N., Shapson, S. M. , Eason, G. and Fitzgerald, J. ^ 

Effects of class size in the junior grades: A study . ' Toronto: 
Ontario Department of Education, 1977. (ERIC/EDRS No. ED 147 923) 

r i 

DESCRIPTORS: Class Size 

SHORT TITLE: Wright, et al., 1977, Class Size in Junior Grades 

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES,' NO ANALYSIS > 

RELEVANT y/ IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSES 

PRIMARY SOURCE JC_ SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT 

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes): 

(Weak) 1 2 [3] 4 5 (Strong) 

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: \> 



The researchers should have done (or reported) pair-wise comparisons. 
Possible differences between classs of 16 and larger classes may have been 
overwhelmed by the lack of differences among the other three groups. 

SYNOPSIS: 

Teachers and grade 4 students from 11 schools in metropolitan Toronto were 
randomly assigned to 34 classes of 16, 23, 30 and 37 (cla^s size could vary by 
two). In the second year, the same students and teachers were randomly 
assigned to grade 5 classes with the constraints that students should not be 
in classes of 16 or 37 both years, and that no teacher should have a class of 
the same size both years. Students .were from all socio-economic categories, 
but the lower categories were over-represented in comparison to the Toronto 
school population. Teachers' expectations and attitudes were assessed by 
three annual questionnaires. The students 1 opinions of and attitudes toward 
their classes were assessed by attitude scales and a semantic differential 
measure. Parents' opinions were assessed by a single questionnaire. Student 
achievement was , assessed by the Reading Comprehension, Vocabulary, 

CO 
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ITEM NUMBER: 



92 



SHORT TITLE: Wright/ et al . , 1977 
Class Size 



Mathematics-Problem Solving and Mathematics-Concepts scales of the Canadian 
Tests of Basic Skills and by specially designed measures of performance in Art 
and Composition. Students' academic self-concepts were assessed by the North 
^jflC^elf^oilc£]p^ teacher-pupil 
interaction, pupil participation, pupil satisfaction, ,nethod of* instructor* ♦ 
subject emphasis, use of educational resources, phyiscal characteristics of 
the classroom and classroom atmosphere. The indicators of Quality were also 
observed* 



Teachers had a. positive attitude toward small classes at all three testing 
periods* Most teacher-pupil interaction variables did not differ in different 
class sizes, but the proportion of pupils addsressed as individuals was 
significantly higher at classes of 16 and classess, of. 23 than at all larger 
classes. All significant differences quoted are for p<.05 unlss otherwise 
noted. No measures of pupil participation were affected by class size. None 
of the reliable measures of method of* instruction w^re significantly 
different. No consistent differences were founc in the use of educational 
resources. Classroom atmosphere was not affected by class size. Indicators 
of Quality scores were not affected by class size. Students from a class of 
16 had a more positive attitude toward school than chose in other size classes 
(p^.001), but this may have been an artifact of the variablility due to *c-ar 
and teachers. There were no significant differences on any of the achievement 
scores except mathematics concepts <p<.01). parents preferred smaller 
_„jclasses_fQr their children^ - 

RESEARCHER 1 S CONCLUSIONS: 

•< 

More research is neeaed. Different grade levels should be studied,. Other 
studies should be done which give the. teachers training in how to better 
utilize* opportunities of smaller classes. 



REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS: 




FINDINGS: 



None. 
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT/ ITEM REPORT 



ITEM NUMBER: 93 LOCATION: NWREL Info. Cntr. Microfiche 

REVIEWER: P. Rapaport DATE REVIEWED: 12/80 

CITATION: Woodson, M. S. Effect of class size as measured by an achievement 
test criterion. lAR-Research Bulletin , 1968, 8(2). ' 
(ERIC/EDRS No. ED 021 320) 

DESCRIPTORS: Class Size 

SHORT TITLE: Woodson, 1958, Class Size & Achievement 



SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS 

jr > : 

RELEVANT >/ IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PUF°OSES 

PRIMARY SOUftCE _X_ SECONDARY 30URCE / DISSERTATION ABSTRACT 

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes) : 

(Weak) 1 2 . 13] 4 5 (Strong). . 

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: 

This is a correlational study, but it does control for some of the relevant 
variables. It would have been much stronger if it had used each student's 
class size rather than the district's average class size. Also, as the 
statistics are inadequately presented, the reader has to estimate significance 
from raw scores and sample sizes* 

SYNOPSIS: 

A survey of achievement test results in 95 school districts of the 
Metropolitan School Study Council, the Associated Public Scool Systems and the 
Central School Study. All districts used either the California, Metropolitan 
or Stanford Achievement Tests or the Iowa Test of Basic Skills. -The 
arithmetic and reading and composite scores were used. Scores of fourth-sixth 
graders were converted to standard scores and correlated with IQ scores and 
average class size for the district. 
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ITEM NUMBER: 93 SHORT TITLE: Woodson, 1968 

Class Size & Achievement * 



RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: 

There is a small inverse relationship between class size # and academic ^ 
achievement, but most of these differences L are _nqt^igni*f icai^ (they don^ 
test an overall correlation for significance — it probably would be) . Low 
ability students were much more likely to show significant inverse 
relationship than middle or high ability students. Reading scores showed more 
sitjnificant negative correlations than arithmetic scores (which sometimes, 
showed positive cQrrelations) . Thes£ negative correlations are moire reliably 
found in fourth grade than in sixth grade. & 



RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: 
None drawn. 



REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS J 
None. 
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT f ITEM REPORT 

V. 

ITEM NUMBER: 94 LOCATION: NWRSL Info* Cntr. Microfiche 

REVIEWER: P. Rapaport DATE REVIEWED: . T2/80 



CITATION: Johnson, M. and Scriven, E. Class size and achievement gains in 
seventh- and eighth-grade English and mathematics. The School 
Review Quarterly , 1967, 75(3). (ERIC/EDRS No* ED 016 653) 

DESCRIPTORS: Class Size 



SHORT TITLE: Johnson & Scriven, 1967, Junior High Class Size 
SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS 



RELEVANT V IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSES 

PRIMARY SOURCE X SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT 



RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes): 

(Weak) 1 ' 12] 3 4 5 (Strong) 



BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: 



This is a post hoc analysis of data already collected by Millman and Johnson 
(1964) . No attempt could be maae to control for any of the relevant variables 
known to affect achievement scores* This is a correlational study l A 

SYNOPSIS: 

One hundred thirty English classes and 135 math classes were classified 
according to size and homogeneity* The reading comprehension and arithmetic 
test scores on the Iowa Test of Basic Skills were usea to^measure 
achievement. There were approximately 7,500 students in these classes. 
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ITEM NUMBER: 94 SHORT TITLE: Johnson fc Scriven, 1967 

Junior High class Size 

RESEARCHER 9 S FINDINGS: 

No consistent differences were found. 

/ 



RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: 
None drawn. 

r- 

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS: 
None . 

en 
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPORT 

ITEM NUMBER: '95-, LOCATION: NWREL Info. Cntr. Microfiche 

REVIEWER: P^ Rapaport * DATE REVIEWED: 12/80 * 

CITATION: Stennett, R. G. Class size: , Confrontation -or constructive 

compromise . Speech given before Ontario Educational Research 
- Counfcil Annual Conference, 1973. IERIC/EDRS No. ED 087 099) 

DESCRIPTORS: Class Size « 

SHORT TITLE: Stennett, -1973, Class Size Speech 
0 SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS _X_ 
RELEVANT IRRELEVANT j/^FOR PRESENT PURPOSES 

PRIMARY SOURCE SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION .ABSTRACT 

• RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes) : 
(Weak) 1 2 3 ^4 

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: 
This is not 3 research study. 

SYNOPSIS: 



5 strong) 
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ITEM NUMBER: 95 SHORT TITLE: Stennett, 1973 

Class Size Speech 



RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: 



RESEARCHER 4 S CONCLUSIONS: 



REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS : 
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPORT 



ITEM NUMBER: 96 . LOCATION.: NWREL Info. Cntr. Microfiche 

REVIEWER: P. Rapaport DATE REVIEWED: 12/80 



CITATION: Shapson, S. M. ■ Optimum class size? A review of the liteature , 
Toronto Board of Education, Research Department, 1972, 
(ERIC/EDRS* No* ED 070 757) 

DESCRIPTORS: Class Size 



SHORT TITLE: Shapson, 1972, Class Size ^Literature Review 

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS 

RELEVANT \/ IRRELEVANT FOfc PRESENT PURPOSES 

PRIMARY SOURCE % SECONDARY SOURC£ DISSERTATION* ABSTRACT 

RATING OF QUALITY OF STU^Y (for project purposes) : 

(Weak) 1 \2\ 3 4 5 ^(Strong) 

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: 

, Rather than being a true literature review, this paper draws conclusions and 
then gives dne or two examples of supportive stuojLes, * 

SYNOPSIS: 

This paper reviews 20 studies on class size.- 
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ITEM NUMBER: 96 SHORT TITLE? Shapson, 1972 

Class Size Literature Review 



RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: 

> 

Two studies founa that some teachers in small classes change their teaching 
behavior, but large numbers jabout half) do not. Four studies found that 
teachers prefer smaller classes. Two studies found more behavior problems in 
large classes. Achievement studies are inconclusive because of poor 
definitions of class size. Reviews Olson's {1970) Indicators of Quality stuay 
which found critical class size cyt-off points.. Other variables are more * 
important than class size. • * ' 



RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: 

There is not any optimal class size. 



REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS i 
None. 
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPORT 



ITEM NUMBER: 97 LOCATION: NWREL Info. Cntr. Microfiche 

REVIEWER: P. Rapaport DATE REVIEWED: 12/80 



CITATION: Sitkei, E. G. The effects of class size: A review of the 

research * Los Angeles: Los Angeles* County Superintendent of 
Schools, Division of Research and Pupil Personnel Services. 
Research Study Series. Research Report No, 4, 1968. (ERIC/EDRS 
NO. ED 043 124) 



DESCRIPTORS: Class Size 

SHORT TITLE: Sitkei, 1968, L.A. Class Size Review 



SKIMMED, EJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS 

RELEVANT IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSES 

t 

PRIMARY SOURCE ^ SECQfiDARY SOURCE _X__ DISSERTATION ABSTRACT 

* - / 
RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes) : 

IWeak) 11] " 2 3 4 5 (Strong) 

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: 

Sitkei reviews some older reviews and discusses case studies and opinion polls. 
SYNOPSIS: 

This paper reviews 23 class size studies. 



70 



Page 69 of 86 



ITEM NUMBER: 



97 



SHORT TITLE: 



Sitkei, 1968 

L.A. Class Size Review 



RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: 

Most reviews find that smaller classes are usually found to improve 
achievement, but methodological problems are overwhelming. Small classes are 
.more likely to promote varied teaching strategies. 



RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: 

The skill the teachers is more important than the size of the class. 

r 



REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS : 
None. 
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPORT 



ITEM NUMBER: 98 LOCATION: NWREL Info. Cntr. Microfiche 

REVIEWER: P. Rapaport DATE REVIEWED* 12/80 



CITATION: Effects of class size on reading achievement in grades 1-3 in the 
Madison Metropolitan School District (1974-1976) . Madison, WN: 
Instructional Services Division, Madison Metropolitan School 
District, Wisconsin, 1976. (ERIC/EDRS No. ED 140 256) 



DESCRIPTORS: Class Size 

SHORT TITLE: Maaison Class Size Study, 1576 

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS 

RELEVANT >/ IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSES ' 

PRIMARY SOURCE _X_ SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT 

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes): 

(Weak), 11] 2 3 4 5 (Strong) 

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: 

Different size classs were in different areas. Also, special education 
students (almost all in small classes) were included. These two problems make 
the data meaningless. 

•» 

SYNOPSIS: 

Over 2,000 students were in this study, but methodological problems (missing 
data, etc.) cut the sample size to 517. These students were tested in grade 3 
and their reading scores were compared to whether their class size wis greater 
than or less than 23.5 (the median class size of the distric$) . 



( 
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ITEM NUMBER: 98 SHORT TITLE: Madison Class Size Study, 1976 



RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: 

There were no significant differences attributable to class size* Students 
attending seller classes all three years tended to have lower reading scores 
but this may be because some of them were special education students. The 
mean, IQ scores for one small group was 10.5 lower than the mean IQ scores for 
a large group at another school. 




RESEARCHER 1 S CONCLUSIONS: 

Differences in achievement are probably due to intelligence level rather than 
class size. 



REVIEWER 1 S NOTES AND COMMENTS: 
None. 
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPORT 

ITEM NUMBER: 99 LOCATION: NWREL Info. Cntr* Microfiche 

REVIEWER: P. Rapaport DATE REVIEWED: 12/80 



CITATION: Jeffs, G* A* and Cram, B* The influence of class size on academic 
attainment ana student satisfaction . Las Vegas, NV: Edward W. 
Cl^rk High School, 1968* <ERIC/EDRS No. ED 021 252) 



DESCRIPTORS: Class Size 

r 

SHORT TITLE: Jeffs & Cram, 1968, Class Size/ Business and Government 
SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS 



RELEVANT _V IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSES 



PRIMARY SOURCE JC_ SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT 

t 

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes): 

<Weak) 1 2 [3] 4 5 IStrong) 

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: 

t 

Criteria for determining class size are not consistent with common practice, 
i.e., the small class size used here is often used as the large size in other 
investigations* 



SYNOPSIS: 

The subjects were 224 students at Clark High School during the 1966-67 school 
year* The subjects were randomly assigned to a 24-27 person average size 
class or a 45-52 person large ciass in one of two businss courses or a 
government course* All four business classes had the same instruction and 
both government courses had the same instructor* Students were pretested on ■ 
ttest of mental maturity and a student attitude survey* Teachers wre given a 
teacher attitude inventory* Also, a teacher constructed test in the subject 
area of the class was given* The attitude tests and the teacher constructed 
test were re-administered following 17 weeks ♦ The classrooms were the same 
for all equivalent classes* 
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ITEM NUMBER: 99 



IORT TITLE: Jeffs & Cram r 1968 

\ Class Size/Business and Government 



RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: 

There were no attitude differences between any group. The business courses 
showed no differences in achievement. The government course found greater 
achievement in the smaller class (p<,05). 




RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: 
None drawn. 



REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS: 
None, 
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPORT 



ITEM NUMBER: 100 * LOCATION: NVJREL Info. Cntr . Microfiche 

REVIEWER: P. Rapaport DATE REVIEWED: * 12/80 

CITATION: Moody, W. B., Bausell, R. B., at^f Jenkins, J. R. The effect of 
class size on the learning of mathematics: A parametric study . 
Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational 
Research Association, 1972. (ERIC /EDRS No. ED 062 138) 



DESCRIPTORS: Class Size 



SHORT TITLE: Moody, et al., ±972, Class Size/Math 



SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS 

RELEVANT IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSES 

PRIMARY SOURCE X r SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT 



RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes): 



(Weak) 1 2 13] 4 5 (Strong) 

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: 



No control group; instructional methods may have influenced findings. 

Jt 

SYNOPSIS : 

z 

The subjects were 249 fourth grade students in three public schools in 
Northern Delaware. The teachers were 17 undergraduate junior and senior level 
elementary education majors who volunteered to participate. The stuay was 
conducted over a three-day period, and 14 of the teachers participated for 
only one aay. Two teachers participated for two days in two schools. The 
last teacher participated in all three schools on different days. Within each 
school, Group 1-1 consisted of 20 students who received individual 
instruction. Group [l-2 consistec of 20 students who received lessons two at a 
time. Group 1-5 consisted of 20 students who received lessons five at a 
time. Group 1-23 consisted of a group of 23 students who all received the 
lesson together. Students were randomly assigned to groups, and within each 
school, teachers were randomly assigned to groups with the following 
constraints: no- teacher was assigned to teach more than one group wxth five 
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ITEM NUMBER: 



100 



SHORT TITLE: Moody, et al . , 
Class Size/Math 



1972 




or more students, all teachers were assigned to at least one 1-2 group, and 
all teachers were assigned to at least two 1-1 students. Instructional order 
was randomly assigned except for constraints caused by the availability of 
only one room big enough for groups of five or more. All subjects scored five 
or less on a pretest covering the ten topics to be covered in the lesson. All 
subjects received exactly 30 minutes of instruction. The test cortained 20 
questions, two o.i each topic. 



RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: 

Students who received individual instruction had higher test scores than those 
who received instruction in groups of two or five. The scores of students who 
were instructed in twos or fives were approximately the same ana were superior 
to those instructed in a group^ of 23. 



RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: 

"An empircal rationale is supplied for small group remedial instsruction in 
those cases in which additional personnel are available to Supplement the 
instruction of the classroom teacher. Examination of the means of 'the tou\- 
groups, however, clearly indicate that although small group instruction is 
incremental when compared to large group instruction, large group instruction 
is much more efficient in terms of total learning produced. For this reason 
it is tempting to suggest that personnel such as teacher aides might be 
efficaciously employed to instruct small groups of academically needy student: 
at the same time that the regular classroom teacher instructs the remaining 
students." 



REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS: 

A description <£t the study's method, findings and conclusion may be found in 
the Class Size/ backup file. 
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPORT 



ITEM NUMBER; 101 LOCATION; NWREL Info. Cntr* "Microfiche 

REVIEWER; P. Rapaport DATE REVIEWED; 12/80 



CITATION* DeAngelis, J« Jr. The influence of class size on -student 

performance in a secondary school science laboratory . Glenside, 
PN; Beaver College f 1977. (ERIC/EDRS No. ED 139 656) 



DESCRIPTORS: Class Size 

SHORT TITLE; DeAngelis, 1977, Class Size/Lab 

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS 

RELEVANT IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSES 

PRIMARY SOURCE _X_ SECONDARY SOURCE ' * DISSERTATION ABSTRACT 

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes) ; 

(Weak) 1 *2 \ 13] 4 5 (Strong) 



BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING; 

r\ 

This study is well-controlled, but studies an extremely narrow area. The 
program itself provides individual instruction of sorts. 



/ 

SYNOPSIS; / 

/ 

Ninth grade, students who scored in 45-55 perpentile range in the Scholastic * 
Testing Service Achievement Tests were randomly assigned to a class of 23 or a 
class of 46. The experimenter taught both classes, using the same curriculum 
for the same six-month time period. This program contains lots of lab work 
where students*' pair off with their own equipment. 
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ITEM NUMBER: 101 SHORT TITLE: DeAngeles, 1977 

Class Size/Lab 



RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS : 

No significant differences were found between classes although the smaller 
class did have' a slightly higher mean achievement score. 



RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: 

These findings might not generalize to dif f erent ^subject matter, different 
graae levels, or more heterogeneous classes* 



REVl^R'S NOTES AND COMMENTS : 

A copy of the bibliography is located in the Class Size backup file. 
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPORT 

ITEM NUMBER: 102 . LOCATION: NWREL Info. Cntr. Microfiche 

REVIEWER: <$>. Rapaport DATE REVIEWED: 12/80 

CITATION: Gajewsky, S. Cla^a size: Review of ^the literature and selected 
annotated bibliography . Reports in Eaucation No. 2. McGill 
University, Montreal, 1973. (ERIC/EDRS No. 'ED 093 055) 

DESCRIPTORS: Class Size 

SHORT TITLE: ' Cjajewsky, 1973, Class Size Review/Bibliography 

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS 

RELEVANT J^/ IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSES 

PRIMARY SOURCE SECONDARY SOURCE X DISSERTATION ABSTRACT 

* 

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY tlor project purposes) : 

(Weak) 1 2 3 14] 5 (Strong) 

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: 

This is a good but not extensive review. 

SYNOPSIS: 

This monograph reviews 54 studies on the effects of class size. 
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17 EM NUMBER: 102 



# SHORT TITLE: - Gajewsky, 1973 

Class Size Review/Bibliography 



RESEARCHER 9 S FINDINGS: 

All studies find that students and teachers prefer small classes. One study 
is reported showing achievement gains for large classes in English and two in 
math, all at the high school level. "One study favors smaller classes in 
English* All three studies in languages favor classes less than nine to thpse 
larger* One study in math favors classes of 21 versus classes of 84. Two 
English studies show no significant differences* Two of three {reading studies 
favor small classed, one reported no significant differences* Two studies 
favor small classes in sciences, one finds no significant differences* Both 
studies favor small classes in special education* No significant differences 
was found in a history study, nor in a geometry drawing study. Pour of five 
studies in education classes found no differences, while the other favored 
large classes* No significant differences were found in three economics 
studies, three political science studies, two teacher health studies, four 
thinking skills studies and one study in each of the following: typing, 
sociology, creative drawing and accounting* Two of three studies favored 
small classes in physical education, the other found no significant 
differences* Both studies favored small kindergarten classes. All three 
studies favored small classes in hOman development* Two of six overall class 
size studies favored smaller classes* The other four reported no significant 
differences* 



RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: i 

There is no overall answer to the question of class size* Class size is 
* related to the method of the teacher and the subject, taught and the type of 
stuoent* Further research should be of good quality* None of the studies 
were done in Montreal so they don't mean much for Montreal. 



REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS: 

A copy of the bibliography is located in the Class Size backup file* 

t 
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPORT ° 



ITEM NUMBER: 112 LOCATION: NfcREL, CBE Program 

REVIEWER: K • Cotton * * DATE REVIEWED: 12/22/80, 

CITATION: Glass, G.V-., ana Smith, M.L. Meta-analysis of research on the 

relationship of class-size ana achievement ♦ San Franci ,co: Far 
West Laboratory for Educational Research and Development , September 
1978. 

L-iSCRIPTOR§: Class Size 

SHORT TITLE; Glass &• Smith, 1978, Class Size/Achievement Meta-Analysis 

> 

SKIMMED f REJECTED TOR PROJECT PURPOSES # NO ANALYSIS 

RELEVANT \/ IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSES 

PRIMARY SOURCE _X_ SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT 

RACING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes) : 

'<Weak) 1 ^2 3 14) . 5 (Strong) 

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: 

This is a solid and carefully conducted study. 

SYNOPSIS: $ 

This study re-examined previous research studies on the relationship oecween 
class size and student achievement to determine: 1) why this extensive body - 
of research was contradictory and inconclusive, and 2) whether there is an 
actual relationship between class size and achievement. 

The researchers collected 77 studies, many of which haa been overlooked in 
previous reviews of the literature on the class 'size-achievement 
relationship. These, studies yieldea over 700 comparisons of the achievement 
of larger and smaller classes, and concerned nearly 900,000 stuoents of 
various aptitudes, in various educational settings, and in various curricular 
areas* The 700 comparisons were integrated, using "complex methoas of 
regression analysis," into a single curve showing the relationship between 
class size and achievement in general. Approximately 100 of the comparisons 
emerged from studies which had 'controlled adequately for initial differences 
among pupils and teachers in smaller and larger classes; these |orm the ^utit: 
of the conclusions about the class size-?a^)iievement relationship. 
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ITEM NUMBER: 112 * SHORT TITLE: Glass & Smith, 1978 



Class Size Meta-Analysis 



RESEARCHERS FINDINGS: . . 

The inconsistency/inconclusiv^ness of the research resulted from: 1) 
"haphazard" and "overly-selective H literature searches; 2) lack of 
quantitative methods and/of misuse of them. 

The study £ound that, as class size increases, student achievement decreases. 
Very small achievement: advantages were noted when small reductions were mace 
in class size in the 20-30 pupil range and large advantages when class size 
was reduced below 20. 

Pupil achievement was found to be hiqher in small classes— and highest in very 
small classes (under 20) — regardless of grade level, subject area or ability 
of pupils* 



RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS i 

n h clear and strong relationship between class-si2e and achievement has 
emerged. The relationship seems slightly stronger ft the secondary grades 
than the elementary grades; but it does not differ appreciably across 
different school subjects, levels of pupil IQ, or several other obvious 
demographic features of classrooms. . .it is safe to say^that between 
class-sizes of 40 pupils and one pupil lie more than 30 percentile ranks of 
achievement. /.there is little doubt that, other things equal, wore is learned 
in ^rrialier classes 



REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS: 

t 

References are included in the Class Size oacKup tile. See also Item No. 113 r 
and P£K, 1980, 62, 239-244. 
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPORT 



ITEM NUMDER: 113 LOCATION: NWREL, CBE Program 

REVIEWER: K. Cotton DATE REVIEWED: 12/22/80. 



CITATION: Smith, M.L. , and Glass, G.V., Relationship of class-size to 

classroom processes, egacher satisfaction and pupil rffect: A 
meta-analysis . San Francisco; Far West Laboratory for Educational 
Research and Development, uuly lSr-79. ' 

DESCRIPTORS: Class Size 

\ ' * 

SHORT TITLE: Smith & Glass, 1979, 2nd- Class Size Meta-Analysis 



SKIMMED, . REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS 

4 

a 



RELEVANT IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSES 

\ - 

PRIMARY SOURCE X SECONDARY SOURCE' DISSERTATION ABSTRACT 

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes) : 

(Weak) 1 2 3 14) 5 (Strong) 



BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: 

This study is solid and well-designed. . 



SYNOPSIS: 

This study followed firom the same researchers' 1978 study wi ich aemonstrateo a 
strong positive relationship between smaller classes and higher student, 
academic achievement, in that study data from 77 previously conducted studies 
were re-examined and then synthesized to provide meaningful general 
conclusions about the class size/achievement relationship. (See item No. 1L2) 

in the second study, documents from the same literature search were used ana 
the same procedures were used to quantify the outcomes generated in those 
documents. The regression analysis techniques used represented refinements of 
thcfse applied in the first study. Sixty studies were examined. 
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ITEM NUMBER: 113 * SHORT TITLE: Smith & Glass, 1979 

2nd Class Size Meta-Analysis 



RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: 

On all measures tclassroom processes, pupil affect and teacher satisfaction), 
reduction in clas? 5J<~ was associated with higher quality schooling and more* 
positive attitudes, j?he effects were most notable for children 12 years ana 
under and least apparent for pupils 18 and over, 

"•..the difference in the quality of the educational environment bevvcen a 
class size of one and a class size of 40 is 46 percentile ranks. " 

"The most dramatic- effects were those Relating to teachers; smaller but still 
sufcstantial, were affective effects on pupils and effects on the instructional 
process. " 



RESEARCHER 1 S ' CONCLUSIONS : 

"Class size affects the -quality of the classroom environment. In a snialler - 
class there ere more opportunities to ad-ipt learning progranjs to the needs of 
individuals.. Class size affects pupils 1 attitudes, either as a function of of 
better performance or contributing to it... Class size affects teachers. In 
sr-Uler classes their morale is better; they liKe their pupils tetter, have 
time to plan, diversify; are more satisfied with their performance." 



REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS: 

References are included in the Class 5,ize backup f .le. See also PDK, 1980, 
62, 239-244. 
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPORT 



ITEM NUMBER; 114 LOCATION: NWREL Info. Cntr. Periodicals 

REVIEWER: K. Cotton .DATE REVIEWED: 12/23/80 

CITATION: Educational Research Service, inc. Class size research: A 
critique of repent meta-analyses . Arlington, VA: ERS, 1980. 

DESCRIPTORS: Class Size 

♦ 

SHORT TITLE: ERS, 1980, Class Size Research Critique 

i 

w * 

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOP PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS 

RELEVANT \/ IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSES 

PRIMA Xi SOURCE JC_ SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT 

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for pro}ect purposes) 

(Weak) 1 2 * 3 J4] 5 (Strong) 

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: 

This is a careful, well-aone analysis. 



SYNOPSIS: 

This is a critique of two class size meta-analyses conducted by Smith and 
Glass (see Item Nos. 112 and 113). In those studies the researchers concluded 
that smaller classes have a positive effect on "both the achievement ana 
non-achievement aspects of pupil instruction. The ERS study re-examinea the 
data usea i* A Smith and Glass to determine whether these data in fa^t supported 
the conclusions and far-reaching policy implications presented by them. 
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ITEM NUMBER: 114 SHORT TITLE: ERS, 1980 

Class Size Research Critique 



RESEARCHER 3 S FINDINGS: 

ERS 1 findings were presented in the form of five major points: 

1 # The (meta-analysis) method precludes identification of meaningful 

clues contained in class size research . ERS found the meta-analysis 
measurement techniques "too Insensitive" to identify many of the 
important relationships pertaining to class size. 

2. The Smith and Glass study relics of few studies, the methodology is 
inconsisently used and conclusions are overgeneralizeo . ERS takes 
issue with Smith and Glass* claim that their findings emerge from 
many studies. ERS reminds readers that these findings rest on "well , 
controlled," studies, which are only a small percentage of the total 
examined. Other criticisms of methods are offered. 

. y 

3 . Interpretations of findings are often contradicatory . ERS 1 
examination revealed various contradictions relating to class size 
and factors such as pupil age, subject taught, achievement in the 
mia-*range, etc. 

4. The study confuses the class size issue and presents conclusions/ 
recommendations unsupported by findings . 

5. The study claims to have laid to rest the class size issue, when in 
fact, further research may be needed. 



RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: 

"Further research is needed that would focus on such specific groups of pupils 
and subject areas which have been tentatively identified as being positively 
affected by smaller classes." 

"In the final anslysis, ERS finds that, aespite claims to the contrary, the 
two meta-analyses fail to p^dvide any new evidence relating to class size 
research that holds important implications for educational policy ." 

"It should be emphasized that the purpose of the critique has not been to make 
a case for either smaller or larger classes, but rather to analyze th^ 
findings and interpretations of (the Smith and Glass meta-analyses). 



REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS: 

A summary of this report may be found in the Class Size backup file, along 
with a rebuttal from Glass and a response to the rebuttal from ERS ( PDK , 1980, 
62, 239-244). 
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